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REMARKS 

Interview Summary 

Applicants thank Examiner Alter for the courtesies extended during the telephone 
interview conducted with Bill Gowanlock and Bill Isaacs, Applicants' representatives, on 
December 15, 2009. During that interview, Applicants' representatives and the Examiner 
discussed features of Claim 1 with reference to the document cited by the Examiner in the Office 
Action. Specifically, Applicants' representatives explained the correspondence/difference 
between certain claim terms and the terms used in the cited document. As discussed in detail 
below, Chesley does not teach or suggest the feature of a cable that extends out through the 
electrode pad portion to an electrical connector located outside the electrode pad portion. 

Status of the Claims 

Claims 1-9, 12, 15, 18, 22, 29, and 36-38 are pending in the application, with Claims 1, 4, 
7, 12, and 36 being independent. Applicants have amended Claims 1, 3-4, 6-7, 12, 22, and 36 
herein. No new matter has been added. 

Claims 1, 4, 7, 12, and 36 have been amended to clarify the claim. More specifically, the 
word "enclosed" is used before the term "volume" to clarify any antecedent basis issues. The 
term "having" has been changed to "including" to clarify the inclusion of the added clement as 
part of a previously introduced structure. 

Claims 1, 7, 12, and 36 have been amended to traverse a § 112, second paragraph 
rejection, which is discussed below. 

Claims 3 and 6 have been amended to change the limitation. This new limitation is 
supported at least by FIG. 10 wherein the electrical connector 42 is shown engaged with the 
connector port 46 using an electrical cable 40 of sufficient length. 

Claim 22 has been amended to traverse a § 112, second paragraph rejection, which is 
discussed below. 

Unless explicitly stated otherwise, none of the amendments to the claims were made for 
reasons substantially related to the statutory requirements for patentability. Furthermore, unless 
stated otherwise, the amendments to the claims were made simply to make express what had 
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been implicit in the claims as originally worded and therefore are not narrowing amendments 
that would create any type of prosecution history estoppel. 



Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph 

In the Office Action, Claims 1, 4, 7, 12, and 36 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 
second paragraph for failing to recite positively a limitation. Claims 1, 7, 12, and 36 have been 
amended to traverse this rejection. Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 4 does not have 
this issue. 

Claim 6 was rejected as being unclear. The claim has been amended with a new 
limitation; thus, this rejection is now moot. 

Claim 22 was rejected for not reciting positively a limitation. The claim has been 
amended to traverse this rejection. 



Claim Rejections Based on Cheslev (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 20030023274) 
Rejections based on 35 U.S.C. § 102 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1-2, 6-8, 18, 29, and 36-37 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Chesley. Claims 1, 7, and 36 are independent claims. 

For clarification, amended Claim 1 is provided below with reference numbers used in the 

specification added to relevant elements: 

An external defibrillator in combination with an electrode pad assembly, 
comprising: 

a first panel and a second panel, said second panel including a recess, said 
first and second panels mated together and secured by a coupling means, the first 
and second panels containing defibrillator electronics therebetween; 

a plate secured by a coupling means to the second panel, the plate and 
second panel positioned relative to each other such that said plate covers said 
recess to form a slot which has a defined and enclosed volume and an opening 
leading to the enclosed volume; and 

an electrode pad assembly 14 including an electrode pad portion 32 
containing electrode pads 38, at least a portion of the electrode pad portion 32 
positioned in the enclosed volume 34 through the opening and removable from 
the enclosed volume through the opening, 

the electrode pad assembly 14 further including an electrical cable 40 with 
an electrical connector 42, the electrical cable 40 extending from the electrode 
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pads 38 and out through the electrode pad portion 32 to the electrical connector 42 
located outside the electrode pad portion 32, and 

a connector port connected to the defibrillation electronics and located 
outside the enclosed volume, the connector port engageable with the electrical 
connector. 

The electrode pad assembly 14 is shown in Fig. 8. The electrode pads 38, which are not shown 
in Fig. 8, are within the electrode pad portion 32, which is sealed. Figs. 8 and 9 clearly show the 
electrical cable 40, which is connected to the electrode pads 38, extending from the electrode pad 
portion 32 to an electrical connector 42 located outside the electrode pad portion 32. 

Certain elements in the present patent application can be equated to certain elements in 
Chesley as shown in the table below (Chesley's reference numbers are in bold and italics to 
avoid confusion with the reference numbers of the present application). 



Present Application 


Chesley 


Electrode pad assembly 14 


Electrode package 16. 


Electrode pads 38 


Electrode pads 40 


Electrode pad portion 32, 
which is a sealed container 
containing the electrode pads 
38 


Rectangular tray 24 in 
combination with cover 50, 
which is "peel-away," para. 
[0026], the combination 
creating a sealed container for 
the electrode pads 40 


Electrical cable 40 


Cables 44 


Electrical connector 42 


Connector 36 



In finding independent Claims 1, 7, and 36 as being anticipated by Chesley, the Examiner 
contended that Chesley discloses an electrical connector that is "located outside the electrical 
[electrode] (sic) pad portion and connects with the defibrillator electronics." Office Action at 4. 
Then, the Examiner goes on to state that "[b]y virtue of the cables extending from the electrode 
pads, they necessarily extend out through the electrode pad portion to an electrical connector." 
Id 

Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner's analysis fails to address all of the 
limitations contained in independent Claims 1, 7, and 36. As explained above, Chesley's 
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electrode pad portion is the combination of the rectangular tray 24 and the cover 50. When the 
cover 50 is sealed to the tray 24, the cables 44 are totally within Chesley's electrode pad portion. 
Thus, this configuration does not disclose at least the limitation in Applicants' amended Claim 1 
of an "electrical cable . . . extending from the electrode pads and out through the electrode pad 
portion to [an] electrical connector located outside the electrode pad portion" or the similar 
limitations recited in Applicants' independent claims 7 and 36. 

Even when the cover 50 is removed from the tray 24, this limitation is not disclosed by 
Chesley. More precisely, Chesley's connector 36 snaps into a notch 34 in the tray 24. Chesley, 
Para. [0028]. Referring to Chesley's Figs. 4 and 5, the connector 36 remains in the notch 34 in 
the tray 24 even when the electrode pads 40 are deployed, i.e., when the cover 50 is peeled away 
from the tray 24. Thus, while the cables 44 may be outside Chesley's electrode pad portion 
when deployed, the connector 36 remains within the electrode pad portion, as it never moves 
from its position in the notch 34 in the tray 24. Thus, the cables 44 never extend through the 
electrode pad portion to an electrical connector located outside the electrode pad portion, as 
similarly recited in Applicants' independent Claims 1, 7, and 36. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that Chesley does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least 
the features of an "electrical cable . . . extending from the electrode pads and out through the 
electrode pad portion to [an] electrical connector located outside the electrode pad portion," as 
recited in Applicants' independent Claim 1 and as similarly recited in Applicants' independent 
Claims 7 and 36. 

Rejections based on 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 3-5, 9, 12, 15, 22, and 38 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 as being unpatentable over Chesley alone. Claims 4 and 12 are independent 
claims. 

Independent Claims 4 and 12 include at least one feature similar to the features discussed 
above with regard to independent Claims 1, 7, and 36. Specifically, independent claim 4 
includes the limitation of an electrical cable extending from the electrode pads and out through 
the electrode pad portion to an electrical connector located outside the electrode pad portion. 
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Independent Claim 12 includes the limitation of an electrical cable extending from the electrode 
pads and out through the electrode pad portion to an electrical connector. Therefore, Applicants 
submit that Chesley does not make independent Claims 4 and 12 obvious, as Chesley fails to 
disclose, teach, or suggest at least these limitations. 

Summary 

Thus, Applicants submit that independent Claims 1, 4, 7, 12, and 36 are patentable over 
the document cited by the Examiner. Additionally, the remaining claims depend from one of the 
independent claims either directly or indirectly and are submitted to be patentable for similar 
reasons. The dependent claims also recite additional features further defining the present 
invention over the cited document, and Applicants submit that the cited documents do not teach 
or suggest integrating those features into the presently claimed invention. Accordingly, 
Applicants request separate and individual consideration of each dependent claim. 

No Waiver 

All of Applicants' arguments and amendments are without prejudice or disclaimer. 
Applicants have not addressed each specific rejection of the independent and dependent claims 
because Applicants submit that the independent claims are allowable over the documents of 
record, as discussed above. Applicants have not acquiesced to any such rejection and reserve the 
right to address the patentability of any additional claim features in the future. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants submit the foregoing as a full and complete response to the Office Action. 
Applicants submit that this Amendment and Response places the application in condition for 
allowance and respectfully request such action. If any issues exist that can be resolved with an 
Examiner's Amendment or a telephone conference, please contact Applicants' representative at 
404.572.4600. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/William O. Isaacs, II/ 

William O. Isaacs, II 
Reg. No. 44,165 

King & Spalding LLP 
34 th Floor 

1 180 Peachtree Street, N.E. 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3521 
404.572.4600 
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